The marketplace for horticultural commodities is extremely competitive, especially in regard to fresh fruit and vegetables. A glance at any supermarket shelf provides a plethora of choices with varying quality assurances and production certifications. So given the wide range of choices available, a central question for growers and retailers is why do consumers purchase the produce they purchase. As noted by Moskowitz and Krieger (1995) , flavor, texture, and appearance are primarily used by consumers to assess acceptance. However, in regard to produce, a measure of internal quality is challenging for consumers to measure at the point of purchase. To further complicate the issue, the next purchase of the same good may or may not provide the same quality experience given changing suppliers or subtle differences between goods. In other food products, branding has been used as a signal to signify high quality; however, as a result of quality variations and supply issues, branding of produce is difficult (Richards, 2000) .
Given the difficulty for consumers to use internal quality measures (i.e., flavor and texture) to aid in the purchase decision, consumers must use external stimuli to make an informed decision, namely appearance. However, appearance may or may not directly relate to quality. Ever buy a beautiful-looking peach that was bland? Furthermore, most produce tends to have a similar external appearance, which is defined by the retail store. For instance, many retail stores specify that citrus be of orange color although orange fruit may be unripe compared with their ''green'' alternatives (Poole and Gray, 2002 ). Because quality is generally unknown and appearance is a subjective measure, at best, of potential satisfaction of produce, other factors are most likely playing a role in the consumer's purchase decision. Therefore, understanding the key factors that drive the purchase decision for Canadian produce consumers is essential.
The main objective of our research was to identify how various external attributes associated with fruits and vegetables affect consumer likelihood of purchase and willingness to pay (WTP) for consumers already purchasing local and organic produce. External attributes included type of product, intrinsic benefits, information signals, availability, occasion, and emotional response (Table 1) . Of these attributes, our primary focus was to better understand how information signals (i.e., local and organic certification logos) affect both likelihood of purchase and WTP and to identify consumer segments within the market.
Our interest in the effectiveness of local and organic labeling is twofold. First, the sheer sales volume and increased industry interest have been substantial making the need for more information a necessity. For instance, the Canadian market for certified organic products topped $1 billion Canadian in 2007 and is increasing with 40% moving through mainstream supermarkets (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2010) . In regard to industry movement, Loblaw Companies Limited, Canada's largest food distributor, sourced 24% of their produce locally in 2008 with 40% locally sourced during the summer (Britnell, 2010) . Furthermore, carrying more local and organic products has been identified as a means for smaller, independent grocery stores to compete against large discount stores such as WalMart (DeLory, 2010) .
Second, the rise of a reinvigorated movement for both local and organic foods has led to new marketing and certification labels being introduced. Of particular interest was understanding the impact of the provincial ''Foodland Ontario'' logo compared with other logos such as ''Canada Organic,'' Verified Organic,'' ''Greenbelt,'' and ''Local Food Plus,'' which are newer programs. ''Foodland Ontario'' was introduced by the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA) in 1977 with the goal of providing consumers with an easy way to identify Ontario foods (OMAFRA, 2010) . A 2007 study by OMAFRA indicated a 94% recognition rate for ' 'Foodland Ontario'' (OMAFRA, 2010) . However, the ''Canada Organic'' logo was introduced in June 2009 and guarantees that products carrying the logo are grown based on Canadian Organic Standards (Canada Organic Growers, 2010) . The ''Greenbelt'' logo, on the other hand, is a symbol that is used to represent and market an agricultural conservation area that encompasses much of the Niagara Peninsula (728,000 ha) and is not used as a part of product marketing efforts but will serve as an interesting comparison for the product-related logos. Through a better understanding of consumers' use of these logos, both industry and policymakers can make more informed decisions in the future regarding increasing local and/or organic consumption.
In addition, our research adds to the present literature in several ways. First, we take one of the first looks at Canadian consumer preference and WTP for fruits and vegetables, specifically in regard to on-the-market local and organic certification labels. Cranfield et al. (2009) examined Canadian consumer preference for organic and local labeling; however, their work evaluated consumer preference for production standards (i.e., institutions granting and monitoring organic regulations), whereas we evaluated the effectiveness (in both WTP and likelihood of purchase) of currently available logos. Second, we not only evaluated the WTP for local and organic labeling, but also examined their effect on the likelihood of purchase. A majority of previous research has determined the effectiveness of both local and organic labeling as important only if it generates a premium over the base price; however, the goal of some labeling may not be to gain a premium, but rather to increase quantity sales. For this reason, articles solely focusing on WTP may be underestimating the true effect of a product attribute, e.g., local or organic logo. Third, we used a conjoint analysis methodology commonly used in the business sector (concept based) but has seen little use in the academic sector (product optimization based). Fourth, instead of focusing on a single product, we introduced numerous fruits and vegetables into the conjoint design to provide a more realistic purchasing experience for respondents.
Materials and Methods
To facilitate a wide range of consumers with varying demographic and socioeconomic profiles, we used an online survey to solicit consumer preferences and WTP for numerous product profiles. Using a consumer database from GMI in Toronto, Canada, potential respondents were contacted by e-mail and asked to participate in the study. The e-mail invitation contained only a small amount of information regarding the study's objective so as not to introduce bias.
Given that one of the primary objectives of this study was to better understand the drivers of purchase for those consumers who are already purchasers of local and organic, we used a screening question related to fruit and vegetable purchase habits and consumption. To qualify for the survey, respondents had to have purchased organic fruits or vegetables at least once in the last 3 months and fruits or vegetables from Ontario at least once in the last 3 months. We also targeted the survey to the 25 to 60-year-old age group given a recent study conducted in Ontario showed that this group was interested in organic production (The Strategic Counsel, 2009) . Further refinements to the sample included sampling one-third of respondents from the Hamilton/Niagara area and two-thirds from Toronto to capture effects associated with a large metropolitan area and weighting the number of females to males at a ratio of 6:4, which is consistent with demographics of grocery shoppers in the area of the survey (Gooch et al., 2009) . A total of 1123 consumers took the screening question with 557 having purchased organic and Ontariogrown produce at least once during the last 3 months. Of the 557 that qualified to take the conjoint part of the survey, 278 (or 50%) completed the survey.
Methodology
To value attributes considered important by consumers during the purchase decision of fruits and vegetables, we used conjoint analysis. Conjoint analysis has been used extensively to look at a wide variety of fruits and vegetables: apples (Baker, 1998 (Baker, , 1999 Baker and Crosbie, 1994; Manalo, 1990) , bell peppers (Frank et al., 2001) , citrus (Campbell et al., 2004 (Campbell et al., , 2006 , strawberries (Darby et al., 2008) , and tomatoes (Lin et al., 1996) . As noted by Moskowitz et al. (2006a) and as can be seen in the previous cited literature, conjoint analysis has been traditionally used for solving problems associated with a specific product relying heavily on experimental design. However, by using a method called categorical appraisal, we can move away from the product-specific approach into an area where we strive to identify areas of liking instead of optimizing specific product development (Moskowitz et al., 2006a) .
To better understand the drivers associated with purchasing, we need to first identify the factors considered to be important in the decision-making process. After consultation with industry experts, focus groups, and examination of the literature, numerous attributes (and corresponding elements) were identified, including: perceived intrinsic benefits, information signals, availability, occasion of purchase, and emotional response (see Table 1 ). Also, we included several different types of produce to better mimic the decision process within the store.
Given the number of attributes and levels considered to be important in the purchasing of fruits and vegetables, a partial profile design was used to measure preference for each attribute and level given that a complete profile design would be impractical. We, therefore, used IdeaMapÒ (Moskowitz Jacobs, Inc., White Plains, NY) to arrange the experimental design such that each respondent evaluated a unique set of 48 concepts with each concept consisting of between two and four attributes with the attributes being represented by only a single element from the attribute category (i.e., only one element from each column in Table 1 ). The product profiles were created by systematically combining elements of different categories according to a factorial design (Moskowitz et al., 2006b) . Although each respondent evaluated a different set of attribute combinations, the IdeaMapÒ design algorithm allows for individual-level modeling. Of note, IdeaMapÒ has been used by numerous Fortune 500 companies to further their business objectives.
After passing the screening question, as described earlier, the respondent was asked to provide both a likelihood of choosing score and WTP. The likelihood of choosing was measured by a 9-point scale in which 1 = ''not at all likely'' and 9 = ''very likely.'' WTP was measured by a 5-point scale in which 1 = $1.50/lb or less, 2 = $1.51 to $3.00/lb, 3 = $3.01 to $4.50/lb, 4 = $4.51 to $6.00/lb, and 5 = $6.01/lb or greater in Canadian dollars. During the actual survey, prices were provided in dollars per pound, which are commonly used in retail settings although metric is the system of measurement in Canada. After completing the conjoint section of the survey, the respondents answered questions relating to demographics, socioeconomics, and attitudes associated with purchasing local/organic produce.
Likelihood of purchase analysis. The first step in the analysis was to transform the liking To encourage more people to experience this product we've lowered our prices! Encourages equitable treatment of workers and producers! scale associated with likelihood of purchase into category assignments of consumers that ''are likely to purchase'' and ''not likely to purchase.'' As noted by Hughson et al. (2004) , this can be accomplished by assigning a 0 value to ratings 1 to 6 on the Likert scale and a 100 value for ratings between 7 and 9. After assigning consumers into their respective groups, we used a linear probability model (LPM) to determine the key drivers that increase/decrease a consumer's decision to purchase produce. The LPM was modeled as follows:
in which y denotes the membership category with a value of 0 if ''lack of interest'' and 100 if ''interested in'' the product, b denotes a vector of coefficients or the conditional probability of a concept being rated as interesting, X represents the attribute levels that made up the product being evaluated, and is a random error term with mean 0 but with a non-normal distribution.
As noted by Griffiths et al. (1993) , the LPM has flaws that ordinarily make it unsuitable as an analysis technique, namely the lack of normality of the error term and a failure of predicted probabilities to be bounded between 0 and 1. Generally, other modeling techniques such as probit and logit are preferred to the LPM; however, given the objectives of this article, the LPM was preferred to other modeling specifications. LPM was preferred given our need for a model that allowed for individual-level modeling. Individual-level models were preferred for two reasons: 1) probit and logit have a tendency to fail to converge with smaller sample sizes; and 2) averaging across market segments with different utility functions (preferences) can provide biased results (Bretton-Clark, 1992) . Furthermore, given we are interested in measuring the impacts of our concepts and not predicting if a consumer will fall into a category based on the segment, the lack of bounding between 0 and 1 has little bearing on our model choice. Also, because the LPM estimates are unbiased, it is a viable model for the analysis at hand.
After estimating the LPM, the coefficient estimates can be interpreted as the additive conditional probability of a respondent being interested in a concept. As identified by Hughson et al. (2004) , we can measure the impact of an element by comparing the conditional probability to the following scale: greater than 15 corresponds to extremely impactful statement; 10 to 15 corresponds to a very important statement; 5 to 10 corresponds to a significant statement; and 0 to 5 corresponds to a statement that is probably irrelevant. Negative values can be viewed in the same light with the same scales, except for being negative, as shown previously, whereby a concept has a negative effect on a respondent's interest.
Willingness to purchase analysis. To facilitate data analysis, each WTP was assigned at the minimum value, except for the lowest value, which was assigned the median (i.e., 1 = $0.75, 2 = $1.51, 3 = $3.01, 4 = $4.51, and 5 = $6.01). For several variables, the dollar value assigned in place of the rating value moved the estimated coefficient slightly; however, in each case, the overall results did not change given the confidence intervals stayed constant, which gives credence to the robustness of the results. Numerous techniques have been used to analyze conjoint data, including Tobit, probit/logit, and ordinary least squares regression (OLS) with OLS being the most prominent analysis technique in both academic and business studies. Given our desire to model individual-level models, OLS provides the best means for obtaining individual estimates given convergence issues with the other methods. Therefore, the model was estimated as follows:
in which wtp is the WTP for the j th product profile by the i th respondent, whereas x represents the j th product profile evaluated by the i th respondent. After estimating the individual-level OLS models, respondents with like preferences (i.e., like WTP values for certain elements) were grouped into segments. Identification of the exact number of segments is subjective. By using the K-means procedure within XLStatÒ (Addinsoft, New York, NY) and the recommendations of Kotler and Armstrong (2001) that market segments need to be measurable, accessible, substantial, differentiable, and actionable, we identified three consumer marketing segments.
Understanding the characteristics associated with a consumer segment can be useful in identifying how to efficiently target groups. To better understand the consumer segments, we used a multinomial logit model (MNL) in which the dependent variable was the consumer's segment and the independent variables were the demographic, socioeconomic, and purchase behaviors of a consumer. From the MNL model, we calculated the marginal effects. Marginal effects are interpreted differently depending on whether the explanatory variable is continuous or categorical. For continuous variables, the marginal effect is interpreted as a percentage change in the likelihood of segment membership given a 1-unit increase from the mean, whereas the categorical interpretation is a percentage change in the likelihood of segment membership given the category of interest is displayed (e.g., male respondent instead of female respondent). From the marginal effects we can develop consumer profiles to better aid in effective targeting efforts.
Results
The results of this study provide several interesting findings. First, success of a program is not defined by only increased premiums, but increased likelihood of purchase has the potential to be just, if not more, powerful. Second, labeling effectiveness can be seen across key demographics. Third, three consumer marketing segments, and their key characteristics, were identified, namely ''Confident in Produce Produced in Ontario,'' ''In Organic We Trust,'' and ''Socially Responsible Locavores.'' Importance of logo across key demographic variables. Because respondents with different backgrounds might have varying views on which concepts are important, we examined differences by gender, region, and income level (Tables 2, 3 , and 4). Only the results for the local and organic logos are reported given space limitations and the primary objective of this article; however, results associated with the other variables are available on request. Examining Table 2 we can see that the ''Foodland Ontario'' logo has a significant impact on increasing the likelihood of purchase for women only. Given our criterion set forth previously, that probabilities greater than or equal to 5 represent significant elements, we can see by the 95% confidence interval that the true probability lies between 8 and 18, implying that with a high degree of certainty, ''Foodland Ontario'' has a significant impact on female intention to purchase. In regard to males, we do not see any significant difference given our cutoff value of 5 was within the confidence interval, -1 to 12. No other label played a significant role in increasing a respondent's interest in purchasing. Evaluating WTP, we see that women are willing to pay a premium for almost all logos with the ''Verified Organic'' label having a $0.23 premium above the base price of $1.83/lb (12.6% increase) compared with the ''Foodland Ontario'' label at $0.11/lb (6% increase), whereas males were not willing to pay more for any logo.
We can see that when we examine respondents by region (Table 3) , ''Foodland Ontario'' again provides an increase in the likelihood of purchase for Toronto residents only. None of the labels increase the likelihood of purchase for the respondents from the Niagara region. A probable reason for the lack of label impact within the Niagara region is that the Niagara region is a central hub for horticultural production within Canada given the milder climate (increased local production) associated with the area and the ban on residential pesticide use (move to ''go green'' within Ontario), thereby inundating the market with both ''local'' and ''green'' cues, which limits the effectiveness of local and organic labels. When examining the WTP, we see that certain labels do provide a premium in the Toronto area, namely those associated with organic labeling (e.g., ''Verified Organic'' logo receives a $0.17 premium).
With a closer look we can see that the ''Foodland Ontario'' logo does not provide a price premium for the Toronto respondents, but as noted previously, it does provide an increase in the likelihood of purchase. This finding helps to verify our initial hypothesis that judging program effectiveness by a price premium may be misleading because consumers, at least in Toronto, have increased interest given the ''Foodland Ontario'' label but are not WTP more. A potential implication of this finding is that consumers may purchase produce with a ''Foodland Ontario'' logo, but not at a higher price, which implies increased sales through quantity sold, not increased WTP.
In regard to the income categories (Table  4 ), we can see that different labels provide different meanings to different incomes. For instance, the ''Foodland Ontario'' label increases the probability of purchase for respondents making $50,001 to $75,000; however, respondents making $75,001 to $100,000 are more responsive to the ''Canada Organic'' and a generic local and organic label. Furthermore, we can see that price premiums are different for different income categories with the $75,001 to $100,000 income bracket being the most responsive to the presence of a logo. Given these findings, producers and retailers that are targeting specific areas should be cognizant of the logos that are displayed given the effectiveness of a logo is dependent on the income area being targeted.
Consumer segments: total sample. Examining the results associated with the total sample indicates that the ''Foodland Ontario'' label provides a large impact on a consumer's likelihood of purchase. As noted previously, a probability score of between 5 and 10 represents a significant impact, whereas 10 to 15 represents a very important impact. Examining Table 5 we can see that the average impact for the ''Foodland Ontario'' label is 10 with the 95% confidence interval placing the true impact between 6 and 14, which implies that, overall, consumers rely on the ''Foodland Ontario'' logo as an important factor. This could be a direct result of the program's longer-term operation because it has built up brand equity that consumers identify with. Of further note, there is a significant premium of $0.10/lb on WTP from displaying the ''Foodland Ontario'' label (Table 6 ). Examination of the other local/organic logo indicates that no other logo increases the likelihood of purchasing; however, several logos (i.e., ''Canada Organic,'' ''Verified Organic,'' and the generic local and organic label) provide price premiums.
Also of interest is the fact that this study found lower premiums for local and organic logos compared with two recent studies using U.S. consumers. For instance, Darby et al. (2008) found a premium of $0.48 and $0.92 for grocery store versus direct market shoppers when comparing ''local'' versus ''U.S.'' production region for strawberries, whereas Yue and Tong (2009) found organic, local, and organic/local premiums to be $0.67, $0.67, and $1.06 per pound for tomatoes, which are higher than our results for the total sample. These differences could be the result of differences between Canadian and U.S. consumers, but more research should be conducted to determine if that is in fact the case. Of note, however, is that the results from these studies produced premiums that were in -line with one of our market segments, discussion subsequently, but consistently higher for the total sample and the other two market segments. z Within the linear probability results, bold indicates that the confidence interval does not include 5, which implies that the element had, at a minimum, some significant impact on the likelihood of purchase. y Within the linear regression results, bold indicates that the confidence interval does not include 0, which implies that we are confident, at the 95% level, that the element provided a significant premium/ discount. x CND = Canadian dollars. It seems to be also clear that quality labels are associated with discounts (Table 6 ). For instance, a label that identifies a product as ''tastes good'' is discounted by $0.08 compared with no label, whereas ''great quality is undeniable'' and ''appearance so attractive'' are met with discounts of $0.12 and $0.10, respectively. A possible explanation for the negative WTP for quality labels is most likely driven by the oversaturation of quality labels within produce marketing and the failure of such labels to deliver produce that is of a higher quality. Unlike objective measurements, e.g., local and organic labels, which are only issued given certain criteria are met, quality labels are more subjective whereby produce of different quality ranges can have the same quality label. Segment I. Segment I includes 130 respondents (47% total sample). Consumers within this segment already have a high predisposition for purchasing fresh produce, which is reinforced by the significance of the six visuals of fruits and vegetables presented in the concepts (Table 5) . Also of interest is that the only local/organic logo that is close to having a positive impact is the ''Foodland Ontario'' logo. Given the examination of the WTP values in Table 6 we see that none of the logos provide either a premium or discount.
Also, consumers within this segment displayed a premium of $0.15 for produce labeled ''environmentally friendly'' while discounting produce from a farmers' market by $0.12. Given consumers within this segment had a predisposition to purchase all types of produce and the lack of significance for local/organic logos, we termed this segment as confident in the produce made in Ontario.
Segment II. Segment II included 24.5% of the sample and was termed ''In Organic We Trust.'' This segment was highly influenced by the presence of both local and organic logos with organic logos having a little more impact. For instance, the ''Canada Organic'' logo was considered an extremely impactful element as was the ''Verified Organic'' logo; however, the ''Canada Organic'' logo had a slightly higher impact as can be seen by the LPM estimate of 26 for ''Canada Organic'' and 19 for ''Verified Organic'' (Table 5) . Another interesting finding is that the ''Greenbelt'' logo was also considered an impactful logo although it is not used for food marketing, which implies that this segment places a high amount of value on any type of certification, especially organic certification. With regard to WTP, we see large premiums associated with most all logos and labeling. For instance, the ''Verified Organic'' logo has a $0.48 premium and ''Canada Organic'' a $0.43 premium. The premiums for this segment are more in line with those found by Darby et al. (2008) and Yue and Tong (2009 Within the linear probability results, bold indicates that the confidence interval does not include 5, which implies that the element had, at a minimum, some significant impact on the likelihood of purchase.
x With in the linear regression results, bold indicates that the confidence interval does not include 0, which implies that we are confident, at the 95% level, that the element provided a significant premium/discount. Within the linear probability results, bold indicates that the confidence interval does not include 5, which implies that the element had, at a minimum, some significant impact on the likelihood of purchase. segment did not show any significant LPM estimates for local and organic logos; however, ''environmentally friendly'' and ''making a healthy choice'' labels can be described as important statements (Table 5 ). Despite the lack of factors that were considered to be important in increasing the likelihood of purchase, several elements did have an impact on WTP. For instance, this segment would pay 28 years, less than $25,000, high school diploma or less, sustainable food knowledge = none/indifferent; organic food knowledge = none/ indifferent; local food knowledge = none/indifferent; organic purchases = 0% to 10%; imported purchases = 0% to 10%; Ontario purchases = 0% to 10%. y Agreement scale in which 1= ''disagree,'' 2 = ''neither agree or disagree,'' 3 = ''agree,'' and 2 and 4 are intermediate responses.
x Within the marginal effects, bold coefficients are statistically significant at the 0.10 level. a higher premium for organic logos while discounting quality labels. The ''Canada Organic'' logo had the highest premium of $0.18, whereas an attractive appearance was discounted by $0.21 (Table 6 ).
This segment also had elements that were not important to WTP in other segments that were now considered significant. For instance, produce sold in specialty and health stores along with discount supermarkets saw price discounts of $0.20, $0.18, and $0.26, respectively. We also see that the occasion of purchase elements played a significant role. For instance, holidays/special occasions and family occasions see a discount of $0.15 and $0.19, respectively. At first glance this seems to be counterintuitive; however, it may be that produce could be seen as a secondary item at these events, whereby consumers pay less so that they can spend more on other items that are the centerpiece of the occasion.
Consumer profiles. The consumer profile that characterizes Segment I is lower income, higher local food knowledge, higher purchases of produce, less purchases of organic produce, not willing to try new foods, but have a strong interest in foods (Table 7) . For instance, consumers who have some or are very knowledgeable about local foods are 41.9% and 40.1%, respectively, more likely to be in this segment compared with consumers who have no food knowledge or are indifferent. We can also see that Segment I consumers are more likely to shop at warehouse stores (31.4%), whereas being less likely to shop at mass merchandisers (-21%), farmers' markets (-21.2%), and other store types (-34.2%).
In regard to Segment II, we see that this segment is made up of higher-income consumers not very knowledgeable about local produce while being more likely to shop at a farmers' market. For instance, a consumer who shops at a farmers' market is 14.4% more likely to be in this segment. Also of keen interest is that a respondent was more likely to be a member as they increasingly agree that food purchased matters a lot whereas being less likely to be a member when they increasingly agree that food is somewhat pleasurable. For instance, as a consumer increasingly agrees that the food purchased matters a lot, they are 15.6% more likely to be a member of this segment.
The consumer profile associated with Segment III is that of a lower educated consumer, organic purchaser, with differences in local purchasing habits, that are willing to try both new recipes and new foods, and that are more likely to shop at a mass merchandiser. Of interest is the non-local buyers who purchase between 10% to 20% and greater than 50% of Ontario produce are -18.4% and -18.4% less likely to be in this segment, which tends to imply that increased purchasing of local does not dictate a ''locavore.'' ''Locavores'' tend to be local purchasers that are low-(less than 10%) and midlevel (21% to 50%). Also of interest from this segment is that consumers purchasing between 10% to 20%, 21% to 50%, and greater than 50% of produce as organic are 65.4%, 66.9%, and 69.5%, respectively, more likely to be in this segment.
Conclusions
Results from this study provide several interesting insights that can help producers and policymakers understand Canadian consumers' views on produce purchasing. First, local and organic logo effectiveness cannot be judged solely on how much of a premium the logo generates. To gain a more accurate measure of a logo's effectiveness, we must account for how much it increases likelihood of purchase as well as any increased premium. As these results demonstrate, the ''Foodland Ontario'' logo does not increase WTP for Segment I; however, it does increase Segment I's likelihood of purchasing. This increase in likelihood is perhaps just as important as increasing WTP given traditionally niche markets for local produce can now expand to other consumer segments that have had a tendency to not value local produce with increased premiums.
Through identification of market segments and the characteristics that drive segment membership, producers and policymakers now have a clearer understanding of which consumers are most likely to value a logo and which external factors drive purchasing of fruits and vegetables. Although producers (better business decisions) and policymakers (increase healthy eating) can potentially use the information for different purposes, by understanding the consumer profiles, the information can be used to increase fruit and vegetable consumption, thereby improving society's overall health.
Although our results begin to allow for a better understanding of the extrinsic cues that drive the Canadian consumer's decision to purchase fruits and vegetables, several avenues of research still need to be addressed in future research such as identifying differences between Canadian and U.S. consumers in regard to local/organic produce purchasing, factors that would influence non-local/organic produce buyers to purchase local/organic produce, and the value of local/organic logos on consumers who purchase different amounts of local/organic produce.
